FREUD

In answer to criticism of Freud's mythology, it has
often been urged that Freudisin is a therapy, not a
science. Such defenders admit that emotively-charged
concepts such as libido, the censor, the CEdipus complex
and inhibition have no place in a scientific hypothesis.
But (they argue) the neurosis is an emotional crisis,
and the neurotic can only be cured emotionally. It is
no use talking to him about conditioned reflexes. His
emotions must be stirred, and this justifies the myths
of psychoanalysis, by which truths are conveyed to
him fabulously but vividly.
But just because Freudism is not a science, it fails
as a therapy. Granted that the neurotic must be
touched emotionally, are individual psychoanalysts
really arrogant enough to believe that the enormous,
creative force of emotion, the dynamism of society,
can be directed by them, as individuals, and by means
of such and concepts as those of Freudism ? Emotion,
in all its vivid colouring, is the creation of ages of
culture acting on the bland unfeeling instincts. All art,
all education, all day-to-day social experience, draw
it out of the heart of the human genotype and direct
and shape its myriad phenomena. Only society as a
whole can really direct this force in the individual.
To imagine that one psychoanalyst can shape it is to
believe that one can bring down the houses of London
with a shout* Could any discipline rooted in scientific
causality have made so rash a misjudgment of the
powers of the individual, as to believe that the mighty
social force of emotion could be harnessed by * Trans-
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